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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

There is no section of the disclosure devoted to a brief description of the 
drawings. The brief description should make clear which drawings are representative of 
"conventional" (i.e. prior art) arrangements, and any figure devoted to "conventional" 
arrangements should be labeled as such in the drawings also. 

On page 1, line 22: "proportion" apparently should be "portion". 

On page 2, line 30: "full-frequency" apparently should be "full frequency". 

On page 2, lines 30-31 : "low-frequency" apparently should be "low frequency". 

On page 2, lines 31-32: "a quotient of the full frequency and the number of said 
data transferring sections" is unclear and apparently should be "the full frequency 
divided by the number of said data transferring sections". 

On page 3, lines 9 and 21: "full-frequency" apparently should be "full frequency". 

On page 3, lines 9-10 and 21-22: "low-frequency" apparently should be "low 
frequency". 

On page 3, lines 10-1 1 and 22-23: "a quotient of the full frequency and the 
number of said data transferring sections" is unclear and apparently should be "the full 
frequency divided by the number of said data transferring sections". 

On page 3, line 25, "said output data are transmitted and received at said full 
frequency" apparently should be "said input data are transmitted and received at full 
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frequency", as line 17's "data receiver comprising a data input and data output" would 
be misnamed if the "data output" is not merely a received version of the "data input" to 
be passed by the "data receiver" to the "parallel data receiving sections". 

On page 3, line 32: "resulted" apparently should be "resulting". 

On page 3, line 32: "would not limit the operation of is unclear and apparently 
should be "is appropriate for". 

On page 4, line 9: "full-frequency" apparently should be "full frequency". 

On page 4, line 10: "low-frequency" apparently should be "low frequency". 

On page 4, lines 10-11: "a quotient of the full frequency and the number of said 
data transferring sections" is unclear and apparently should be "the full frequency 
divided by the number of said data transferring sections". 

On page 4, line 13: "accessing" apparently should be "accessing a". 

On page 4, line 21 : "and is" apparently should be deleted. 

On page 5, line 1, "BRIEF DESCRIPTION OR THE SEVERAL VIEWS" 
apparently should be "DETAILED DESCRIPTION". 

On page 5, line 4: Fig. la is desaibed as "conventional" yet is also described as 
including the test generator shown in Fig. 2, which includes a waveform generator 22 
described on page 6, line 18+ as being "According to the present invention". 

On page 5, line 17: "full-frequency" apparently should be "a full-frequency". 

On page 5, line 17: "half-frequency" apparently should be "a half-frequency". 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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2. The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded tiyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the embedded 
hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01 . 

On page 5, line 27: " http:// " should be deleted. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1, 7, 10, 12, 15, 18 and 19 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

In claim 1 : in line 7, "programmed" apparently should be "programmable", "full- 
frequency" apparently should be "full frequency", and "low-frequency" apparently should 
be "low frequency"; in line 8, "a quotient" apparently should be deleted. 

In claims 7, 15 and 19: "a half apparently should be "half. 

In claim 10: in line 9, "programmed" apparently should be "programmable", "full- 
frequency" apparently should be "a full frequency", and "low-frequency" apparently 
should be "a low frequency"; in line 10, "a quotient" apparently should be deleted. 

In claim 12: "accessing" apparently should be "accessing a". 

In claim 18: in line 8, "programmed" apparently should be "programmable", "full- 
frequency" apparently should be "full frequency", and "low-frequency" apparently should 
be "low frequency"; in line 9, "a quotient" apparently should be deleted; in lines 12-13, 
"multiplexes said wide data word into multiple frequency to access DUT" apparently 
should be "multiplexes said wide data word into multiple frequency to access a DUT'. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 1-12 and 1 4-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,138,259 to Tsuto et al (hereafter "Tsuto") in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 4,965,799 to Green et al (hereafter "Green"). 

Fig. 4 of Tsuto shows a DRAM chip testing system including a data-transmitting 
"data transferring apparatus having a data input and a data output" (12), a "plurality of 
data transferring sections operable in parallel for transferring data" (21 A, 21 B), and 
clock generator logic (14, 15) generating a "full-frequency" clock signal and a "low- 
frequenc/' clock signal, with "the low frequency being a quotient of the full frequency 
and the number of data transferring operations". The "low-frequency" clock signal is 
output from a clock/select signal generator unit (15) and has a frequency of 1/N, where 
N=2 is the number of "data transferring sections". Tsuto's Fig. 4 also shows a "circuit 
for synchronizing said parallel data transferring sections" (100). 

Regarding claims 1 , 7 and 10, Tsuto does not describe the clock frequencies as 
being "programmable". Green discloses providing a memory chip testing system with a 
variable (i.e. programmable) frequency test clock in order to advantageously determine 
the maximum operating frequency of the memory chip. It would have been obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to realize 
Tsuto's clock generator with a programmable frequency. Such a realization would have 



Application/Control Number: 10/066,775 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2133 

been obvious because Green teaches that a variable (i.e. programnriable) frequency test 
clock permits the maximum operating frequency of the memory chip to be 
advantageously determined. 

Regarding claims 2-4, 9, 11, 12 and 17, Tsuto's Fig. 4 also shows a high-speed 
converter unit (16) serving as a "multiplexer for receiving data from said data 
transferring sections at said low frequency and providing output data at said high 
frequency", and can also be described as a "resynchronization circuit for 
resynchronizing data received at low frequency to a system clock signal of full 
frequency". 

Regarding claims 5, 6 and 14, Tsuto's comparison logic (13A, 13B) also serves 
as a "plurality of data transferring sections" that are "data receivers". 

Regarding claims 8, 16 and 20, although Tsuto teaches that "N" referred to 
above can be a value other than N=2, however Tsuto does not specifically mention 
N=4. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to implement Tsuto's testing system wherein the above- 
mentioned value of "N" is four. Such an implementation would have been obvious 
because Tsuto teaches that "N" referred to above can be a value other than N=2. 

Further regarding claim 18, Tsuto does not specifically mention latching input and 
output data of Tsuto's low speed converter unit (17). Official Notice is given that the 
data stabilizing and retaining advantages provided by data latching were well known at 
the time the invention was made. It would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement Tsuto's low- 
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speed converter unit with data latching at the inputs and outputs. Such an 
implementation would have been obvious because the data stabilizing and retaining 
advantages provided by data latching were already well known. 

Regarding claims 15 and 19, and further regarding claims 16 and 20, although 
Tsuto's tester is disclosed to be for testing of DRAMs, Tsuto does not specifically 
mention using the memory testing system for testing of SDRAMs or DDR SDRAMs. 
Official Notice is taken that SDRAMs and DDR SDRAMs were well-known types of 
DRAM at the time the invention was made. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Tsuto's 
DRAM testing system to the testing of SDRAMs and DDR SDRAMs. Such an 
application would have been obvious because SDRAMs and DDR SDRAMs were 
already well-known types of DRAM. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 04 March 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant's discussion of Tsuto's disclosure appears as a complete non-sequitur 
in the context of applicant's assertions, all consequently unsupported, regarding the 
suitability of Tsuto's teachings for use in the standing rejection. In contrast, the standing 
rejection is coherent as well as detailed and specific with regard to identifying each 
claimed element as it appears in the cited combination of teachings. The motivation for 
the combination remains clearly expressed in the rejection, yet is not addressed by 
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applicant's remarks. It is respectfully suggested that applicant review the rejection and 
the applied references once again and make a bona-fide attempt to be significantly 
responsive to both. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen M. Baker whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-3814. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (1 1 :00 AM - 7:30 
PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert DeCady can be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://palr-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Stephen M. Baker 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2133 
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